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KIT AT PAPTV fN TNTF.PF-ST 

The real party in interest in this appeal is the following party: International Business Machines 
Corporation. 



Appeal Brief Page 2 of 23 
Cooper ct a!. - 09/306,1 S9 



PAGE 4/25 " RCVD AT 6/23/2005 4:26:02 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:U$PT0-EFXRF-1/4 * DNiS:8729306 * CSID:9723857766 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-38 



06/23/2005 1^:28 . 97238577S6 



YEE & ASSOCIATES, PC 



PAGE 05 



RFT ATFTI APPTTATS ATVTl TNTFRTTFPTTNrFX 

With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected by, or 
have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal, there axe no such appeals or 
interferences. 
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dTATTIKOF CI ATMS 

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: 6-11,1 7-22, and 25. 

B- STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

L Claims canceled: 1-5, 12-16, 23-24, and 26. 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: None. 

3. Claims pending: 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25. 

4. Claims allowed: None. 

5. Claims rejected: 6-11, 17-22, and 25. 

6. Claims objected to: None. 

C- CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are: 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25. 
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KTATTfS OF AM¥NDTVT¥NTK 

There are no amendments after final rejection. 
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STTMMARV OF TT ATMFn STTRTF CT MATTFR 

A. CLAIMS 6, 17, and 25 - INDEPENDENT 

Independent claims 6, 1 7, and 25 of the present invention are directed to a method of 
dynamically translating an application program into a markup language file, the method 
comprising the computer-implemented steps of: executing said application program; parsing a 
document type definition file for a markup language; during execution of said application 
program, selecting an element defined in the document type definition file based on a routine 
called by said application program; and writing the selected element to a markup language file to 
form a translation (Specification, page 23 to page 25). 

B. CLAIMS 7 and 18 -DEPENDENT 

Dependent claims 7 and 18 of the present invention are directed to a method of 
dynamically translating an application program into markup language file, in which the element 
comprises an attribute list corresponding to parameters for the routine (Figure 12 element 1208). 

C. CLAIMS 8 and 19 -DEPENDENT 

Dependent claims 8 and 19 of the present invention are directed to a method of 
dynamically translating an application program into markup language file, in which the selected 
element written to the markup language file comprises an attribute list corresponding to values 
for the parameters passed to the routine (Specification, page 20). 

D. CLAIM 1 7 - INDEPENDENT 

Independent claim 17 of the present invention is directed to a data processing system for 
dynamically translating an application program into a markup language file that comprises 
executing means for executing an application program (Figure 2, element 202); parsing means 
for parsing a document type definition file for a markup language (Figure 4B, element 404, 
Figure 6, element 604); selecting means for selecting an element defined in the document type 
definition file based on a routine called by the application program (Figure 4B, element 404 3 
Figure 6, element 604); and writing means for writing the selected element to a markup language 
file to form a translation (Figure 4B> element 404, Figure 6, element 612). 
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rreniTTynK w wf wmnn to rf rf vtfwf.d on appfat. 

The grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal are: 

Claims 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25 arc rejected as being allegedly unpatentable over Meltzer et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,226,675 Bl) in view of Villacis et al., "A Web Interface to Parallel Program 
Source Code Archetypes," 1 995, ACM, Inc., pages 1-16 under 35 US.C §1 03(a). 
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I. M II.S.C?- § 103(fl) r All ied Ohviniisnsss- Claims 6-11- 17-22. and 25 

The Final Office Action rejects claims 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as 
being allegedly unpatentable over Meltzer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,226,675 Bl) in view of 
Villacis et al., "A Web Interface to Parallel Program Source Code Archetypes", 1 995, ACM, Inc., 
pages 1-16. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As to claim 6, 17, and 25, the Final Office Action states in the Response to Arguments 

section: 

Applicant argues that Villacis does not disclose "djiring-^rjtftn^ 
yi pjpHrfltinfn program, selecting an element defined in the document type definition 

file based On a tOUtine railed hy said gpptiVfltirm program" 

Villacis discloses the conversion of source codes or programs into WWW 
hypertext documents. A special compiler is used to examine the source code and 
discover all subroutine call sites (routines) to automatically build the hypertext links 
to the appropriate subroutine definitions (see Abstract and see pages 4, 7-8, and 14), 
Villacis on page 3, 1 st paragraph teaches Ihftjisraxaii^ source as 

an mttractiyfed omimftnt hy gftriftrating a hypertext version nf a snntce co de: wherein 
the srmrre rtrvte ran he a program rvf Fortran dialect Each program Subroutine can 
correspond to a hypertext link. Furthermore, Villacis on page 11,3 paragraph 
teaches a compiler and runtime system to pitta series nf con version programs to 

prridiiflg, TJXMT jV*»ntYif*ntq yi'llaris nn page 1 2, Figure ft shows ennvffrsinn process 

itorpjuiojura^^ by the use of a compiler and a Sage-H- to run and 

parse the source code. 

Meltzer does disclose the "selecting an element defined in the document type 
definition file 91 as described above in rejected claim 6. (Emphasis added) 

Final Office Action dated January 27, 2005, page 4-5. 

Independent claim 6, which is representative of claims 17 and 25 with regard to similarly 

recited subject matter, recites: 

6. A method of dynamically translating an application program into a markup 
language file, the method comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 
executing said application program; 

parsing a document type defini tion file for a markup language; 

Hnnng evrcirHrm nf gaid application program ^ gelerting an element defined 
Tn thft rlnnnmrmt typg Hgfmirinti filp haggH nn a mntmp r.alW hy gafrlapplication 

program; and 

writing the selected element to a markup language file to form a 
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translation. (Emphasis added) 

Neither Meltzer nor Villacis teaches or suggests the features emphasized above- As 
discussed in the abstract, Meltzer teaches a method of exchanging self-defining electronic 
documents> such as XML based documents, between trading partners without custom integration. 
The definitions of the electronic business documents, called business interface definitions, are 
posted on the Internet, or communicated to members of the network. The business interface 
definition tells potential trading partners the services the company offers and the documents to 
use when communicating with such services. Participants are programmed by the composition 
of the input and output documents, coupled with interpretation information in a common 
business library, to handle the transaction in a way, which closely parallels the way in which 
paper businesses operate. 

Meltzer does not teach that during execution of an applicatiaTi^mgEam, selecting an 
element defined in a document type deJSaitiaaJLlfLhased on a routine called hy the application 
program, as recited in claims 6, 1 7, and 25 of the present invention- At column 25, line 52 to 
column 26, line 9, Meltzer teaches a Java to XML event generator that receives a stream of events 
and translates selected ones to present a Java object as an XML document The "selected ones" as 
referred to in Meltzer, are selected Java events generated by the Java walker as the Java walker 
walks the DOM object. At column 24, lines 31^45, Meltzer teaches an element event generator 
whose listeners are only interested in events for particular types of elements. For example, in an 
HTML document, the listener may only be interested in ordered lists, that is only the part of the 
document between <OL> and <OL> tags. Thus, Mcltzcr's selected Java events are merely events 
that are selected for particular types of elements within a document The selected Java events are 
not elements selected based on a routine called by the application program. Thus, Meltzer selects 
an event based on whether the element is a particular type of element within a document, rather 
than based on whether the event is a routine called by an application program. 
In addition, as Meltzer later teaches, each object of the selected Java events that the Java walker 
walks becomes an element Within each- clement, each embedded method becomes an element 
whose content is the value returned by invoking the method. Thus, Meltzer explicitly teaches that 
each embedded method of an object becomes an element, whether the method is called by the 
application program or not. Therefore, Meltzer selects an element based on the criteria that a 
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particular routine is embedded within an object, as opposed to a routine callrH by the application 
program during the execution of the application program as recited in claims 6, 17, and 25 of the 
present invention. 

It is clear that with Meltzer, every method in the object will be selected as an element This 
is contrary to the presently claimed invention, which recites that an element is selected based on a 
routine called by the application program. Only an element corresponding to a routine called by the 
application program is selected. Thus, the present invention has an advantage over Meltzer in that 

the present invention includes an ability that Melt?er fails to address: the ability tn select elements 

haseH nn a routine railed by the app lication program. Meltzer, on the other hand, only teaches 
selecting events for particular types of elements and selecting each method of an object of the 
selected Java events, Meltzer does not teach or suggest, in any section of the reference, the ability 
to select an element based on a routine called by the application, as recited in claims 6, 17, and 25 
of the present invention, because Meltzer is only interested in translating particular elements of a 
document to a format of a host (column 23, lines 45-46). There i$ no need for Meltzer to select an 
element based on a routine that is called by an application program, since MeKzer is not interested 
in the routine called by that application program . Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be led to modify Mcltzer's listener to reach the presently claimed invention simply 
because Meltzer does not teach or suggest selecting an element based on a routine called by an 
application. 

Meltzer actually teaches away from the presently claimed invention because Meltzer 
explicitly teaches selecting events for particular types of element within a document and that each 
embedded method within an object becomes an element, as opposed to selecting an element based 
on a routine called by the application. Absent the Examiner pointing out some teaching or 
incentive to implement Melteec in this manner, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be led to 
modify Meltzer to reach the presently claimed invention when the reference is examined as a 
whole. Absent some teaching, suggestion, or incentive to modify Meltzer in this way, the presently 
claimed invention can be reached only through an improper use of hindsight using the Applicants' 
disclosure as a template to make the necessary changes to reach the presently claimed invention* 
Thus, Meltzer does not teach or suggest during execution of an application program, selecting an 

Plfttngnt defined in a dor-nrng nt type defi nition file based nn a murine called hy the application 

program, as recited in claims 6, 17, and 25 
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In addition, the Examiner admits in the Final Office Action that Meltzer fails to teach the 
feature nf during rrygnitinn nf an appiiraW^n program, selecting an element defined in the 
document type definition file based on a murine ca lled hy said appKr^tittn program However, 

the Examiner alleges that Villacis teaches these features. As discussed in the Abstract; Villacis is 
directed to a set of tools for annotating and exploring program source code on the World Wide 
Web. The tools in Villacis are part of a project to build an electronic textbook for parallel 
programming that exploits Caltech Archetypes model of program construction. The tools 
provide a way for Fortran, HPF and C++ programmers to add special annotations to source code 
that allow the source code to be converted automatically into WWW hypertext documents. In 
addition, special compiler based tools examine the source code and discover all subroutine call 
sites and automatically build the hypertext links to the appropriate subroutine definitions. Thus, 
Villacis is a system for generating textbook templates, in a hypertext document format, for source 
code. 

The Final Office Action alleges that Villacis teaches the feature of riming execution, of an 
applicafion^togcam, selecting an element defined in the document type definition file hasftri on a 

routine railed hy said applirfltirm pmgrarn on page 8, 1 st paragraph. In this section, Villacis 

merely teaches a mechanism, named Mccp, which accepts programs written in Fortran or C++ 
flavor dialects and generates a hypertext version of the source code. The result is a forms-based 
HTML document tree. Thus, Villacis teaches a mechanism that explores the source code of a 
program and publishes the program source as an interactive document, such that the user may 
selectively view definitions and structures of the program. Nowhere in this section, or in any 
other section, of the reference does Villacis teach or suggest that the generation of the hypertext 
document occurs during execution of an application program. 

To the contrary, ViUacis's mechanism operates on the gmnra rnda of the application 
program when the source code is mmpiled On page 8 of the reference, Villacis teaches that a 
complete subroutine call graph is used to generate the hyperlinks between each invocation site 
and the appropriate routine definitions. On page 7 of the reference, Villacis teaches that the 
complete static call graph and class hierarchy data base is built by extracting data from an 
intermediate pass of the compiler. Thus, Villacis's mechanism uses the complete static call 
graph that was built during ^mpilatinn of the source code to generate the hyperlinks. Villacis 's 
mechanism does not generate the hyperlinks during evp^ntinrt of the source code. 
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In addition, nowhere in the reference does Villacis teach or suggest selecting an element 
defined in the document type definition file based on a routine.callftti hy said application 
pmgram Villacis only teaches on page 8 that hypertext links are generated between each 
invocation site and appropriate routine definitions based on the f^m|\1ete.CTihi^i]ti.ne,.ca11ff:flph 
built by the compiler, not ajmitinftfallfri hy an applicatimLpcognam. Therefore, Villacis does 
not teach or suggest the features of claims 6, 1 7, and 25 of the present invention. 

The Final Office Action further alleges that Villacis teaches the features of during 
fy.ntmn of an app liratinn pmgraTn selecting an element defined in the document type 
definition file hwA nn a m utiny nailed hy sftiH application program on page 1 1, 3 rd paragraph 
and on page 12, Figure 8. Figure 8 of the reference is shown below: 
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As shown in Figure 8, Villacis teaches a compiler system and a runtime system. In the 
compiler system, during the compiling phase, the author of the source code first annotates his 
code and runs his source code through Sage++, which parses the source code and produces a 
dependency file that contains a parse tree of the source code. The parse tree is then converted by 
dep2cgm to a call graph, which is used by cgm2htmJ to hypertext the source code. The 
hypertexted source code is passed through the Anno program where it is parsed according to the 
author's annotations and results m an initial base HTML document, prog.htmL However, none 
of the conversion steps occur during execution of an application program. Rather, the conversion 
steps occur during the r.nmpiling phngft in the compiler In addition, Villacis does not teach or 

Suggest that the hypertext document is generated hased nn a murine called hy an application 

program Instead, the hypertext document is generated based on a call graph. Therefore, Villacis 
does not teach or suggest the features of claims 6, 1 7 and 25 of the present invention. 

On the other hand, in the runtime system, Villacis teaches a Mccp browser program that 
permits the user to browse the HTML documents produced from the source code during the 
compiler phase. During the runtime phase, Villacis discusses the creation of new documents 
when a user clicks on a form button or expand link in the initial document. These operations are 
performed on the HTML document version of the source code. They do not select an element 

defined in a document type definition file hased on a routine called hy an application program 

during eyerntion of the application program To the contrary, nowhere in Villacis is either the 
source code or the HTML document version of the source code ever executed. This is because 
Villacis is only concerned with generating templates of the source code for Villacis* "textbook" 
so that they may be browsed using the Mccp browser. Villacis is not concerned with executing 
code and furthermore, is not concerned with selecting an element from a document type 
definition file haserl nn a rontinfl called hy an application program during exficiitmimflfhfi 
applicarinn-program. Thus, while Villacis may teach a runtime environment, this runtime 
environment is only taught as providing a browser by which to view the HTML document 
versions of the source code and has nothing to do with the selection of elements defined in a 
document type definition file based on a routine called by an application during execution of the 
application, as recited in claims 6, 1 7 7 and 25 of the present invention. 
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Furthermore, the Final Office Action alleges that it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Villacis into 
Meltzer to provide a program containing subroutine call sits and convert this program into a 
hypertext document as taught by Villacis and incorporated into the converting of programming 
structures into an XML document of Meltzer, in order to help programmers turn source code into 
hypertext documents in scalable parallel computer environment Appellants respectfully disagree. 

Meltzer is directed to a Java walker that walks a tree of Java bean components and 
translates selected Java events to present a Java object as an XML document (column 25, line 52 
to column 26, line 9). Villacis is directed to converting a program source code during 
compilation to a hypertext document for users to view the definitions and structures of the source 
code. Neither Meltzer nor Villacis teaches or suggests that an element is selected during 
execution of an application program based on a routine executed by the program. The Java 
walker of Meltzer walks over all publicly accessible fields and methods of an object, not a 
routine that is executed by an application program. The Mccp of Villacis translates source code 
into a hypertext document during compilation of the source code, not during execution of the 
source code. Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art would not have been led to modify 
the Mccp of Villacis to incorporate the Java walker of Meltzer, because the resulting 
combination would not be sftUyJmgjarudiw^ typft riflfintttnn file hasfiri 

on a routine, called by an application program during execution of the application program. 
Rather, the resulting combination would be translating all publicly accessible fields and methods 
of a source code to a hypertext document during compilation of the source code. Therefore, a 
person of ordinary skill would not have been led to make the combination as alleged by the 
Examiner. 

In view of the above, Appellants respectfully submit that neither Meltzer nor Villacis 
teaches or suggests the features of claims 6, 1 7, and 25. At least by virtue of their dependency on 
claims 6 and 17 respectively, neither Meltzer nor Villacis teaches or suggests the features of 
dependent claims 7-1 1 and 18-22. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request the withdrawal of 
the rejection of claims 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25 under 35 ILS.C § 103(a). 

Tn addition, neither Meltzer nor Villacis teaches or suggests any of the specific features set 
forth in the dependent claims 7-1 1 and 1 8-22. With regard to dependent claim 7, which is 
representative of claim 18 with regard to similarly recited subject matter, neither Meltzer nor 
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ViUads teaches Or suggests that an element cnmpriggg an flttrthnte ligt^r^crvmriing hi p^ramfltfTH 

fhr a mTititift thai -k RYRrnteH The Final Office Action alleges that Meltzer teaches these features at 

column 76, lines 33-67, which reads as follows; 

A compiler takes the purchase order definition and generates several different 
target forms. All of these target forms can be derived through £< tree to tree" 
transfonnations of die original specifi cation- The most important for this example 
are: 

(a) the XML DTD for the purchase order 

(b) a JAVA Bean that encapsulates the data structures for a purchase order (the 
JAVA classes, arguments, datatypes, methods, exception structures are created that 
correspond to information in the Schema definition of the purchase order). 

(c) A '"marshaling" program that converts purchase orders that conform to the 
Purchase Order DTD into a Purchase Order JAVA Bean or loads them into a 
database, or creates HTML (or an XSL style sheet) for displaying purchase orders in 
a browser. 

(d) An "unmarshaling" program that extracts the data values from Purchase Order 
JAVA Beans and converts them into an XML document that conforms to the 
Purchase Order DTD. 

Now back to the scenario. A purchasing application generates a Purchase Order that 
conforms to the DTD specified as the service interface for a supplier who accepts 
purchase orders. 

The parser uses the purchase order DTD to decompose the purchase order instance 
into a 

stream of information about the elements and attribute values it contains. These 
"property sets" are then transformed into corresponding JAVA event objects by 
wrapping them with JAVA code. This transformation in effect treats the pieces of 
mariced-up XML document as instructions in a customer programming language 
whose grammar is defined by the DTD. These JAVA events can now be processed 
by the marshaling applications generated by the compiler to "load'* JAVA bean data 
structures. 

(Column 76, lines 33-67, Meltzer) 

In the above section, Meltzer teaches an unmarshaling program that extracts dat* valnpg 
from a purchase order Java bean and converts them into an XML document that conforms to the 
Purchase Order. However, Meltzer does not teach an element that comprises an attribute list 
corresponding to parameters for the routine. While Meltzer teaches a Java bean that encapsulates 
data structures of a purchase order that include arguments, Meltzer does not teach an element that 
comprises an attribute list of these arguments (parameters for the routine). To the contrary, Meltzer 
teaches extracting only data values from the Java bean to convert to an XML document. When 
converting from XML to Java using Meltzer' s marshaling program, the parser parses the purchase 
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order XML document according to die document type definition to retrieve elements and attributes 
of the XML document. However, when converting from Java to XML, Meltzer' s unmarshaling 
program only calls for eytracting flats yahi^g from the Java bean, not parameters for the routing as 
recited in claims 7 and 18 of the present invention. 

Jto addition, at column 25, line 52 to column 26, line 9, Meltzer teaches that each embedded 
method becomes an clement whose content is the value returned by invoicing the method* Meltzer 
does not teach an element compri sing an attri bute list of parameters for the routine, since the 
parameters for the routine are inputs to thg murine Rather, Meltzer teaches an element comprising 
a value returned by invoking the method. The value returned is output nf the routine. In Java, as 
known by a person of ordinary skill in the art, parameters" for a routine carries a meaning of input 
parameters or input arguments of a routine. Thus, "parameters" for a routine are commonly 
associated wi th inputs to a routine. To the contrary, a Returned value" is commonly known as an 
output value from invoking a routine. In the case of Java, only one returned value is normally 
associated for a ro utine, which represents an output of the routine* Therefore, Meltzer does not 
teach an element comprising an attribute list of "parameters" for the routine, since Meltzer only 
teaches an element whose content is output of a routine, not parameters (inputs) for the routine. 

Villacis also does not teach an element that crffliprises an aifrihiite list cnmesnonrltng tn 

parameters for a routines that jfijfrYfyjtffll Villacis merely teaches translating a program source code 
definitions and structures into a hypertext document during compilation of the program. Since 
Villacis does not teach or suggest executing the source code, Villacis docs not and would not teach 
an dement that comprises an attribute list corresponding to parameters for a routine thatis 
mrfimted In addition, Villacis is only concerned with presenting the definitions and structures of 
the source code to the users, rather than parameters for a routine that is executed. Therefore, 
Villacis also does not teach or suggest the features of claims 7 and 1 8 of the present invention. 

With regard to dependent claim 8, which is representative of claim 19 with regard to 
similarly recited subject matter, Meltzer does not teach that a gpIo**** ftiftm^nt that fe written tn a 

markup language f? le rnmpricpq an attrihiite list mfTftgprfflrfing tn value* far parameters passed tn 

the routine. The Final Office Action alleges that Meltzer teaches these features at column 76, lines 
33-67, which is reproduced above. However, as described above, Meltzer teaches that only data 
values are written to the XML document by the unmarshaling program. The data values of Meltzer 
are values returned by invoking the routine, not values for the parameters passed to the routine. 
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Meltzer is only interested in placing returned data as a result of invoking a routine into the XML 
document, Meltzer is not interested in placing values passed to the parameters for the routine in the 
XML document, as recited in claim 8 of the presently claimed invention. The data values returned 
by invoking a routine are outputs nf thq routine . To the contrary, values passed to the routine for 
the parameters are inpiTts tn tha mutine Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be led 
to modify Meltzer's teaching to reach the presently claimed invention, because Meltzer does not 

teach thft AftWi nH elgmgnt written tn iht». markup language flip rnmprkefi an attrihirte list 
rinrrespnnHi'ng tn valuta fnr th*> paramete rs passed fr) the rrmtine; as recited in claims 8 and 19 of the 

present itivention. 

Villacis also does not teach fl fielerted pigment that is written tn a marlnm language file 
comprises an attrirmte list efirregpnnriing tn vain es for parameters panged to the murine . As 

discussed above in arguments presented in claims 7 and 1 8, Villacis merely teaches translating a 
program source code definitions and structures into a hypertext document during compilation of the 
program source code. Since Villacis does not execute the source code during compilation, no 
values for parameters are passed to the routine. In addition, Villacis is not concerned with 
presenting values for parameters passed to the routine to users. Villacis is only concerned with 
presenting definitions and structures of the source code to the users. Therefore, Villacis also does 
not teach or suggest the features of claims 8 and 1 9 of the present invention. 

Thus, in addition to their dependency on independent claims 6 and 15, neither Meltzer nor 
Vil lacis teaches or suggests the features of dependent claims 7-1 1 and 18-22 of the present 
invention. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request the withdrawal of the rejection of claims 7- 
11 and 18-22 under 35 UJS.C §103(a). 
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CONTUSION 



In view of the comments above, Appellants respectfully submit that the rejections of claims 
6-11, 17-22, and 25 are overcome. Accordingly, it is respectfully urged that the rejection of 
claims 6-1 1, 17-22, and 25 not be sustained. 



WingYMok 

Reg. No. 56,237 

Yee & Associates, p,C- 

PO Box 802333 

Dallas, TX 75380 

(972)385-8777 
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CLAIMS AFPFiNDTX 

The text of the claims involved in the appeal are: 

6. A method of dynamically translating an application program into a markup language file, 
the method comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 

executing said application program; 

parsing a document type definition file for a markup language; 
during execution of said application program, selecting an element defined in the 
document type definition file based on a routine called by said application program; and 
writing the selected element to a markup language file to form a translation. 

7. The method of claim 6 wherein the elem ent comprises an attribute list corresponding to 
parameters for the routine. 

8. The method of claim 6 wherein the selected element written to the markup language file 
comprises an attribute list corresponding to values for the parameters passed to the routine. 

9. The method of claim 6 wherein the application program is written m Java programming 
language. 

1 0. The method of claim 9 wherein the routine is an extended class method. 

1 1 . The method of claim 9 wherein the routine is a Graphics class method. 
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17. A data processing system for dynamically translating an application program into a 
markup language file, the data processing system comprising: 
executing means for executing an application program; 

parsing means for parsing a document type definition file for a markup language; 

selecting means for selecting an element defined in the document type definition file 
based on a routine called by the application program; and 

writing means for writing the selected clement to a markup language file to form a 
translation. 

13. The data processing system of claim 17 wherein the clement comprises an attribute list of 
parameters for the routine. 

19. The data processing system of claim 17 wherein the selected element written to the 
markup language file comprises, an attribute list of values for the parameters passed to the 
routine. 

20. The data processing system of claim 1 7 wherein the application program is written in 
Java programming language. 

21 . The data processing system of claim 20 wherein the routine is an extended class method. 

22. The data processing system of claim 20 wherein the routine is a Graphics class method. 
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25. A computer program product on a computer readable medium for use in a data processing 
system for dynamically translating an application program into a markup language file, the 
computer program product comprising: 
first instructions for executing an application program; 

second instructions for parsing a document type definition file for a markup language; 

third instructions for selecting an element defined in the document type definition file 
based on a routine called by the application program; and 

fourth instructions for writing the selected element to a markup language file to form a 
translation. 
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There is no evidence to be presented. 
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Here are no related proceedings. 
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